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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Rationale.--For many years counselor-educators and school administra¬
tors have been faced with the problem of choosing school counselors. Each
administrator and educator, faced with the task of choosing, has establish¬
ed his own criteria for counselor selection. Many counseling texts have
incorporated in them criteria by which to choose counselors. Most of the
literature given to counselor selection agrees upon certain basic points
such as:
The prospective counselor should be the more popular teacher with
both students and the faculty.
The prospective counselor should have had some background in psycho¬
logy and measurements.
All other things being equal, the staff member to whom students
normally turn for help - the more populat teacher is the better
potential counselor, if that teacher is not a confirmed senti¬
mentalist. If some background in psychology, tests, and statis¬
tics can be found among these popular teachers, j^he way is paved
for the development of an adequate counselor....
Special groups have gone even further in establishing their criteria
for counselor selection. The American Association for Adult Education in
establishing their Adjustment Service thought that:
^John G. Carley, Testing and Counseling in the High School Guidance
Program (Chicago: Science Research Associates, 1943), pp. 136-37.
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...desirable characteristics of a person to be trained as a
counselor would include the following:
High degree of intelligence or mental alertness. Interests
characteristic of persons engaged in social service types
of work.
Mature age ith successful industrial, business, or profession¬
al experience.
Good general education.
Good personality: i.e., nervously stable, socially dominant,
and somewhat more than average self-sufficiency.
Better than average clerical ability.
Most of our graduate schools today, for counselor training, have
some variation of the above mentioned criteria. Most require good achieve
ment in general education at the undergraduate level. Some require evi¬
dence of intelligence, mental alertness, or achievement through such tests
as the Miller Analogies, the Graduate Record, or the Ohio State Psycholo¬
gical Test. Other graduate schools also require prospective counselors to
take personality, attitude, and interest inventories.
When the counselor-trainees get into supervised practice the
counselor-educators give serious attention to the trainees'
effectiveness and potential. Numbers of institutions admin¬
ister various tests and inventories to trainees; but there
is little evidence that actual selection transpires as a re¬
sult of these having been administered.
A debate is continuously running as to the value these various tests
either all or part, have in choosing counselors. Tests for counselor
selection are not arbitrarily used but are determined by; hypothesizing
as to the qualities needed, an instruments predictive ability about the
desired quality or qualities, by establishing norms from observation and
^L. S. Hawkins and G. Schneidler, "Selection and Training of Coun¬
selors at the Adjustment Service," American Association for Adult Educa¬
tion, (New York, N. Y.: 1935), p. 17.
^George E. Hill, "The Selection of School Counselors," Personnel
and Guidance Journal, Vol. 39 (January, 1961), p. 357.
3
test comparison.
The basic assumptions underlying the conceptual framework of this
study are indicated in the separate statements that follow:
1. There are desirable personality traits, interests,
and attitudes which can be determined by tests.
2. Counselor selection should be based primarily upon
sociability, interests, attitudes, and personality.
3. The best judgments as to counselor effectiveness can
be made in a clinical setting by competent critics.
4. After all tests of mental ability, achievements, per¬
sonality, interests, and attitudes are viewed and
discussed in an interview, the best determinant of
effectiveness is still application. Since observation
is not always possible and economically practical,
other methods must be found by which to make selections.
Evolution of the problem.--Observations by this writer in schools
and graduate classes lead to the belief that counselor selection should be
based upon more than interest and intellectual ability. There is a need
to determine by some objective means who the people are that will most
likely make good and effective counselors.
As a result of increased attention upon identifying abilities that
students have and a need to reach more students, the counselor today must
not only be competent in the subject matter within the field but must also
be the type of person with whom the students can feel comfortable and in
whom the student has a deep respect.
Contributions to educational knowledge.--It is the desire of the
writer that this study will help in appraising the value of the Minnesota
Multiphasic Personality Inventory, the Edwards Personal Preference Sched¬
ule, and the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey in selection of candi¬
dates for the NDEA Institute at Atlanta University. In addition this
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study should show any inter-relationships among items on these instruments
and counselor effectiveness. This study should give some indication as
to the necessity of such tests in lieu of other selection criteria.
Statement of the problem.--The problem involved in this investiga¬
tion was to study the personality characteristics of a group of secondary
school counselors and to determine whether or not counselors within the
group, who were rated as excellent by their former teachers, differ in
any significant manner from those members of the group who were not rated
as excellent. In the pursuit of this problem answers were sought to these
questions:
What instrimients are available for measuring personality?
What is the opinion of authorities on the desirable counselor
personality?
Do the standardized instruments distinguish between excellent
and non-excellent counselors?
Are the standardized instruments more useful in making the
distinction between groups rated by employers or by counselor-
educators?
Purpose of the study.—The major purpose of this study was to identi¬
fy certain non-cognitive characteristics of effective counselors.
More specifically, this study attempted to achieve the following:
1. To identify those traits, if any, which are common to
counselor-trainees judged as: most effective by certain
counselor-educators.
2. To identify those traits, if any, which are common to
counselor-trainees judged as least effective by certain
counselor-educators.
To determine the extent of agreement between educators
observations and standardized personality inventories




4. To analyze the present status of counselors in terms of
achievements two years after the counselor-educators made
their observations and the psychometric instruments were
taken.
5. To determine the implications and formulate recommenda¬
tions on the basis of findings as gathered from collected
data.
Definition of terms.—For the purpose of this study, the following
terms connote the respective meanings indicated:
1. The terms "personality traits, attitudes, and interests,"
will refer to those traits, as measured by the Minnesota
Multiphasic Personality Inventory, the Edwards Personal
Preference Schedule, and the Guilford-Zimmerman Tempera¬
ment Survey, which by virtue of their deviation or non¬
deviation indicate a pattern that seems to correlate with
counselor effectiveness as judged by professors, advisors,
and present administrators.
2. "Counselor effectiveness" is embodied in the personality
of the counselor in; being naturally sincere, gaining the
respect and confidence of the client, being empathetic,
establishing rapport, accepting attitudes, seeking under-
s tending.
Counseling effectiveness in this study was determined through the
use of a rating scale which was completed on each counselor by persons who
worked very closely with the trainees for a year of graduate study.
Carl Rogers in reference to acceptance, sincerity, and empathy in
relationship to the counselor:
It has gradually been driven home to me that I cannot be
of help to this troubled person by means of any intellectual
or training procedure. No approach which relies upon know¬
ledge, upon training, upon the acceptance of something that
is taught, is of any use. These approaches seem so tempting
and direct that I have, in the past, tried a great many of
them.^
1961),
^Carl R. Rogers, On Becoming a Person (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co.,
pp. 32-33.
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The directive camp in counseling also realizes the value of the
counselor's personality. E. G. Williamson states:
I refer to the counselor himself as a technique of counsel¬
ing, not only what he does or says in the interview, but
how he conduct| himself and the manner of often unverbalized
communication.
The personality of the counselor does not vitiate the necessity for
possessing a wealth of workable knowledge.
3. Personality refers to those traits which constitute the
the distinction of a person. The personality traits
which this writer utilized are those measured by the
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, the Edwards
Personal Preference Schedule, and the Guilford-Zimmerman
Temperament Survey.
Psychologically speaking, personality is the sum total of all
a person's reactions, inner as well as outer; the chemical
composition of his make up, his glandular equipment, his
neurological mechanism, his physique, and all of his environ¬
mental influences since birth. Personality, therefore, does
little changing. It is one's identity.
Limitations of the study.—This study was primarily concerned with
those counselors who were students previously at Atlanta University in
the NDEA Institute. Previous selection criteria will not be given any
consideration.
This investigation was limited in that subjective observations of a
few individuals were used as criteria. Others making judgments of the
same counselors may have judged them differently.
No consideration was given to the knowledge and skills possessed
by the subjects of this investigation other than the fact that these
^Edmund G. Williamson, "The Counselor as Techniques," Personnel and
Guidance Journal (October, 1962), Vol. 41, pp. 106-111.
^Lee R. Steiner, Where Do People Take Their Troubles? (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Co., The Riverside Press, Cambridge, 1945), p. 225.
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factors undoubtedly had influence upon the ratings given to the counselors
by their former instructors. It will be assiraied that since all of the
subjects successfully completed the work of the institute with grades of
A or B, all of them were qualified in terms of knowledge and skills. Those
persons who received any grade of less than B were excluded from the popu¬
lation .
Locale and period of study.--The study was conducted during the
academic year at Atlanta University.
Description of the subjects.--The subjects involved in this study
were all of the members of the Guidance and Counseling Institute con¬
ducted under the National Defense Education Act at Atlanta University
during the 1962-63 and 1963-64 academic years. In these groups there were
31 males and 27 females.
Description of the instruments.--The Minnesota Multiphasic Personal¬
ity Inventory was originally developed to assay those traits that are
commonly characteristic of disabling psychological abnormality. The inven¬
tory consists of 550 affirmative statements, which the subject is asked to
classify into three categories: True, False, and Cannot say. In its regu¬
lar administration, the MMPI now yields 14 scores: the nine clinical
scales, the Si scale, and the 4 validating scales. Results are reported
in the form of "T scores," with a mean of 50 and an SD of 10. Any score
of 70 or higher-falling 2 SD's or more above the mean is generally taken
as the cut-off point for identifying pathological deviations. It should
be noted, however, that the clinical significance of the same score may
differ from one scale to another. A score of 75 on the Hypochondriasis and
on the Schizophrenia scales, for example, may not indicate the same
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severity of abnormality. The explanation of low points on the MMPI pro¬
file is less clear. Clinicians believe that the occurence of scores sub¬
stantially below 50 may have diagnostic significance, but no systematic
interpretations have been worked out as yet.
The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule is based upon the manifest
needs system. The inventory consists of 210 different pairs of forced-
choice statements, in which items from each of the 15 scales are paired
off twice against items from the other 14. In addition, 15 pairs are re¬
peated in identical form to provide an index of respondent consistency.
Results are reported in both percentiles and "T scores." It is also rele¬
vant to note that studies on faking indicate that scores on the EPPS can
be deliberately altered to create more favorable impressions, especially
for specific purposes.
The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey uses items that are ex¬
pressed in the form of affirmative statements, rather than questions.
The inventory yields separate scores for 10 personality traits. Results
are reported in percentiles and standard scores.
The Rating Scale, prepared by the writer, will consist of character¬
istics which have been claimed to be positively correlated with counselor
effectiveness, as expressed by various authorities. Counselor-educators,
advisors, and employers will be asked to rate each characteristic on a
scale of one through five; five being the highest rating.
Method of research.—The Descriptive-Comparative method of research
was employed, utilizing test data and rating scales.
Procedural steps.—The steps involved in this study proceeded as
follows:
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1. Permission to conduct this study was secured from
the proper official.
2. The literature related to counselor selection, counselor
effectiveness, and counselor personality, was reviewed
and summarised.
3. Pertinent data was collected as follows:
3.1 A rating form was prepared and tested.
3.2 The approved rating form was completed
by the middle of January.
3.3 Subjects were classes as most effective
and least effective on the basis of ratings.
3.4 Test records for each group of subjects were
synthesized.
3.5 Differences between the two groups were
ascertained and the significance of the
differences were determined.
3.6 A questionnaire was prepared and mailed
to each subject so as to ascertain their
present employment status.
4. The data was presented in the appropriate tables, charts
and graphs.
5. Comparisons were made and treated statistically wherever
the data would yield to statistical analysis.
6. Findings, conclusions, implications, and recommendations
were drawn from the detailed analysis of all data
collected.
Survey of related literature.--A review of the literature reveals
that there is a definite need for more research in the area of counselor
selection. Most of the literature found will indicate that counselors
should possess certain personal qualities.
Differences in opinion arise as to just what the personal qualities
should be. The problem lies in the spuriously few number of research
studies in regard to the personality traits of effective counselors.
As with the use of many of our psychometric instruments, this writer
found that there is more agreement as to negative predictors than on
10
positive predictors.
One particular personality trait is generally considered
to be more of a handicap than any other in counseling.
It is the one we characterize as rigidj.ty, . .. the ability
to tolerate ambiguity and uncertainty.
Tyler points out further that two other probable negative predictors
of counselor failure in effectiveness are hostility and obtuseness.
...the greatest handicaps to counseling are hostility (or
in milder form indifference) and obtuseness (or a tendency
to oversimplify).
Brams, on a scale having to do with effectiveness of communication,
found no relationship between this variable and several interest and per¬
sonality scores. The only significant relationship was with the Berkeley
3
Questionaire for measuring tolerance for ambiguity.
Social psychologists who make empirical studies of empathy
by interviewing and testing cross-sections of laymen supply
us with several helpful terms. They use such terms as these
to classify subjects who scored low on empathy tests: pro¬
jectors, self-derogators, authoritarians, ethnocentrics,
fundamentalists, or hyper-conformists. While we lack evi¬
dence of the scores that therapists might make on such tests,
we would conclude that their deviation from the norm would
be far less significant.
Counselors and therapists tend to project, to derogate clients
because of their own self-derogation, to gloss over individual
differences because of their own tendencies to conform, and
to miss taking the role of the other because of their needs
to dominate.
^Leona E. Tyler, The Work of the Counselor (New York: Appleton-
Century-Crofts, Inc., 1961), p. 247.
^Ibid.. p. 248.
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J. M. Brams, "The Relationship Between Personal Characteristics
of Counseling Trainees and Effective Communication in Counseling,"
(Dissertation Abstract, 1957), XVII, pp. 1510-1511.
^Robert L. Katz, Empathy (London: Collier-MacMillan Limited, The
Free Press of Glencoe, 1963), p. 163.
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There is much agreement among authorities that effective counselors
are effective because of what they are even more so than what they know.
"Successful outcomes seem to depend on what a counselor is as on what he
says or does."^
Whatever the psychotherapist may accomplish with his
patient, he accomplishes because of who and what he is.
His skill, his empathic capacity, his originality of
theory and practice, are the expressions of his inte¬
grated, self-controlled, and ripened personality.
Empathic ability is probably one of the main characteristics of an
effective counselor. The ability to empathize has included within many
aspects of the healthy personality.
For their professional competence therapists must develop
empathy of an intense kind with numbers of individuals who
are, initially at least, complete strangers to them. They
require talent for inviting intimacy, for relieving fears,
and for evoking trust.
The importance of the empathy variable for the therapist has been
underscored by Frieda Fromm-Reichman. She observed that in the early days
of psychoanalytic therapy the personality of the particular therapists was
not considered to be a significant variable. All that were important were
training, integrity, and medical responsibility. More attention is now
given to the empathic relationship.
We know now that the success or failure of psychoanalytic
therapy is, in addition, greatly dependent upon the ques¬
tion of whether or not there is an empathic quality be¬
tween the psychiatrist and the patient.^
^Tyjter, op. cit., p. 239.
^Izette de Forest, The Leaven of Love (New York: Harper, 1954), p.l88.
%atz, op. cit., p. 108.
Frieda Fromm-Reichman, Principles of Intensive Psychotherapy
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1950), p. 62.
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Rogers in regard to conventional training in the field of psychology
and as to needing specific scientific knowledge states: "That this is a
necessary prerequisite to therapeutic training is disproved by the facts."
Katz notes a number of personal characteristics, like acceptance of
self and toleration of anxiety, which correlate positively with flexi-
2
bility of ego boundaries.
Nothing found by this writer vitiates the necessity for knowledge,
but rather, what has been found points to other factors which are very
important.
Giblette found tests of empathy, emotional stability, and practical
judgment useful in differentiating among three levels of rated competency
3
of practicing school counselors.
Counselors and therapists work within the same medium at different
levels. It would seem on the surface that there should be similar per¬
sonality traits which are desirable. The general selection of therapists
is based upon the same general characteristics as those adopted by the
4
American Psychological Association.
Originality, resourcefulness, and versatility. "Fresh
and insatiable curiosity;" self-learner. Insight into
our own personality characteristics. Sense of humor.
Tolerance: "unarrogance." Industry; Methodical work
habits; ability to tolerate pressure. Acceptance of
^Carl E. Rogers, Client-Centered Therapy (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
1951), p. 435.
^Katz, op. cit., p. 62.
^John F. Giblette, "Differences Among Above Average, Average, and
Below Average Secondary School Counselors," (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Dissertation Abstract, 1960), XXI, pp. 812-813.
^Report of the Committee on Training in Clinical Psychology of the
American Psychological Association, "Recommended Graduate Training Pro¬
gram in Clinical Psychology," American Psychologist, 1947, p. 541.
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responsibility. Tact and cooperativeness. Integrity,
self-control, and stability.
Abeles compared two groups of trainees rated by their supervisors
as more and less promising. The significant differences in this study
were not in ability (beyond a basal level) or in general adjustment, but
rather in values, interests, and characterological traits. They were
1
clearer for males than for females. Arbuckle gave two personality in¬
ventories (MMPI and Heston) and the Kuder interest blank to 70 counselor
trainees. Afterwards, at the last session of the course when they had
come to know one another fairly well, he asked each of them to choose the
three persons from the group to whom he would be most likely to go for
counseling and the three to whom he would be least likely to go. This
separated out six highly chosen individuals and six who were generally
rejected. Each was compared with the group as a whole on the various
measures. The highly chosen group scored higher in confidence, lower on
seven of the MMPI variables (lower scores indicating better adjustment),
and higher in Social Service, Persuasive, Literacy, and Scientific Inter¬
ests. The rejected group received less satisfactory scores on Home Ad¬
justment and on nine of the MMPI measures. It appears that adjustment
measures relate to these sociometric judgments at both ends of the scale
and that interests serve principally to differentiate the outstanding from
2
the mediocre. One study of personality tests and counseling effectiveness
^N. Abeles, "A Study of the Characteristics of Counselor Trainees,"
(Madison; University of Wisconsin Dissertation Abstract, 1958), pp. 2204-
2205.
^D. S. Arbuckle, "Client Perception of Counselor Personality,"
Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1956, III, pp. 93-96.
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was reported by Carl Rogers in his book on Client-Centered Therapy. At
the time of his writing the study was not complete. I have not been able
to locate the study or a report of it. The following quote is from Rogers
and indicates only that a study was undertaken:
An extensive battery of personality tests were given
to a group of VA Personal Counselors prior to their
intensive training in therapy, and ratings later ob¬
tained as to the subjects effectiveness as therapists.
Research has also been done in the area of counselee as well as
counselor affect. Snyder saw the psychotherapy relationship as the: "...
reciprocity of various sets of affective attitudes which two or more per-
2
sons hold toward each other in psychotherapy."
Canon, in his study of personality variables and counselor-client
affect, refers to Snyder's work in his findings:
The failure to demonstrate the reciprocity of counselor and
client affect found by Snyder was disappointing, even though
anticipated. However, if any combination of the two affect
scores (criterion variables) were significant correlates of
the predictor variables, conceptualizing the counseling rela¬
tionship as a function of two uncorrelated variables would
still be possible. While the study yielded a number of
statistically significant correlations between predictor and
criterion variables, both in product moment and multiple R
forms, in no case was mo^e than 13 per cent of the variance-
in-common accounted for.
Evidence as to the value or degree of reciprocity involved in the
counseling relationship is still inconclusive.
Most of our writers will readily admit that since each counseling
session is unique, to try and state that a particular personality
^Carl R. Rogers, op. cit., p. 435.
U. Snyder, The Psychotherapy Relationship (New York: MacMillan,
1961), p. 364.
%arry J. Canon, "Personality Variables and Counselor-Client Affect,"
Journal of Counseling Psychology, II, No. 1 (1964), 38-39.
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pattern in a counselor is the best would be foolish. There is, however,
a need to be able to find a common denominator with which counseling
success can be predicted with some degree of accuracy.
To pursue the reciprocity of personality and attitudes among coun¬
selor and counselee further, an examination of communication might be
pertinent. Since counseling is basically a one to one relationship (not
to negate the value of group counseling which also demands the ability to
communicate) and communication is basic, certain personality traits are
necessary.
...a person's response to a persuasive communication is
not an isolated act but is rather part of a complex
pattern of attitudes, ways of perceiving, and ways of
dealing with the world and self.
Hoveland and Janis further state: /not that counseling is persuad¬
ing,^/
...persuasibility is not an isolated phenomenon, but is
rather the product of certain underlying attributes of
the personality. Personality patterns apparently make a
person more or less susceptible to influences in a wide
variety of situations, whether the influence arises from
the structure of the external fi^ld, from another person,
or from a written communication.
Most of our literature is focused upon the kinds of training programs
that will be the most effective for counselor training. The same texts
that recommend training programs also hypothesize as to personality traits
which are desirable for counselor effectiveness, but few have research to
substantiate their hypotheses. Literature by the American College Personnel
ICarl I. Hoveland and Irving L. Janis, Personality and Persuasibility




Association, McCreary, Williamson, and others, includes many pro¬
nouncements regarding the personal characteristics and the competencies
needed by guidance and personnel workers. While relatively little of
this literature may be said to be based upon research, the change in
emphasis over the past two decades has been notable. "A recent search
for research reports revealed a disappointingly small number, in fact
4
no major longitudinal study of selection."
There is widespread concern for selection both among counselors and
among counselor-educators. This has been shown by several surveys of
5 6
selection practices by MacMinn and Ross, and by Miller.
Other authorities on counselor education who express concern about
7 8
selection are the American Personnel and Guidance Association, Wrenn,
9
and Edmund G. Williamson.
^American College Personnel Association Professional Standards and
Training Committee, "Personal Characteristics and Job Success," Personnel
and Guidance Journal, XXXV (1957), 463-68.
H. McCreary, "Who Should be a Guidance Specialist," California
Journal of Secondary Education, XXXII (1957), 426-32.
3
Edmund G. Williamson, "Value Orientation in Counseling," Personnel
and Guidance Journal. XXXVI (1958), 520-28.
4
George E. Hill and Donald A. Green, "The Selection, Preparation,
and Professionalization of Guidance and Personnel Workers," Review of
Educational Research, XXX (April, 1960), Chapter 3.
^Paul MacMinn and Roland G. Ross, "Status of Preparation Programs
for .Guidance and Student Personnel." Office of Education Bulletin,
Washington, D. C.; 1959, No. 7.
Frank W. Miller, Current Trends in Counselor Selection and Training
Among School Located in the North Central Region of N.A.G.S.C.T.. North¬
western University, 1959.
^American Personnel and Guidance Association, Committee on Profession¬
al Training, Licensing, and Certification, Personnel and Guidance Journal,
1958, XXXIII, pp. 162-166.
^Gilbert G. Wrenn, "Status and Role of the School Counselor," Per¬




Selection is truly an important aspect in the campaign to make this
profession an effective instrument of educational progress. With the
desire of so many to understand the personality characteristics of an
effective counselor and with so little research in the area of counselor
effectiveness, it is the hope of this writer that more light may be shed
on the subject by this study. It can be readily seen that the surface in
this area has barely been touched.
CHAPTER II
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction.--In order to ascertain any predictive value of the
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, the Edwards Personal Pre¬
ference Schedule, and the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey for
counselor effectiveness and hence selection, a rating scale was devised
which included both positive and negative characteristics of effective
counselors as hypothesized by various authorities in the literature.
The rating sheet provided for the ranking on eighteen personality char¬
acteristics of each counselor-trainee who had been a member of the 1962-
63 or 1963-64 NDEA Institute at Atlanta University. Three counselor-
educators on the Atlanta University staff were asked to rate each coun¬
selor-trainee individually, as were the employers of the trainees after
the trainees had returned to their respective schools. (Employers
ratings were not used in the statistics.) Each trainee was rated on each
item on a one to five point scale. The two positive items, empathic
ability and tolerance of ambiguity, and the two negative items, projec¬
tion and rigidity were given double weight as they were stressed to a
greater extent in the literature. The separate scores from the rating
sheets were totaled to find the ten individuals who were rated highest
and the ten individuals who were rated lowest A Fischer's t test was run
on the difference between the score means of each of the separate
18
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characteristics in the three instriaments to determine if there was any
significant difference between the mean of the ten counselor-trainees
rated highest and the mean of those rated lowest. Thus from a group of
fifty-eight subjects, those who were rated the highest as effective
counselors and those who were rated the lowest as effective counselors
were compared to determine if there was any significant difference in
their scores on the individual characteristics on the Minnesota Multi-
phasic Personality Inventory, the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule,
and the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey.
Data derived from the instruments.--Table 1 is a listing of the
eighteen traits and the corresponding total ratings given by three counse¬
lor-educators who rated the fifty-eight counselor-trainees. The able pre¬
sents only the highest rated ten and the lowest rated ten as these are the
subjects upon whom the statistical study was based. Examination of the
total score for each individual will show a very marked difference between
the highest rated ten and lowest rated ten. All of the other counselor-
trainees who were rated in the original fifty-eight were spread evenly be¬
tween the highest and lowest groups.
Primarily this study was concerned, for statistical purposes, with
the mean score of each personality trait or variable. The means of all
traits are derived from the standard (T) scores of the personality traits
or variables. These scores were drawn from the records in the National
Defense Education Act Institute Office at Atlanta University. The stand¬
ard (T) scores and means are presented in Tables 2, 3, and 4. The stand¬
ard scores have a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10.
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TABLE 1
TOTALS BY ITEMS OF PROFESSORS RATINGS
Highest Ten 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
X Sociability 12 13 13 12 11 10 11 12 11 13
X Friendliness 13 13 12 12 12 10 10 12 12 13
X Personal relations 14 12 13 11 12 12 12 12 12 12
X* Empathic ability 15 12 13 13 12 11 12 12 11 11
X* Tolerance of
ambiguity 14 12 12 11 11 11 12 12 11 12
- Hostility 3 2 3 2 3 4 4 4 3 3
- Indifference 6 5 3 2 3 3 3 4 4 7
- Obtuseness 1 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4
-* Projector 1 2 3 3 3 2 4 4 3 3
- Self-derogator 1 2 3 3 3 6 7 5 8 3
- Authoritarian 2 3 4 2 3 3 4 4 4 5
- Ethnocentric 4 3 5 3 3 3 4 5 4 3
- Hyper-conformists 1 4 5 6 4 3 4 5 5 5
_* Rigidity 2 4 5 4 4 3 4 5 5 4
X Sense of humor 11 13 10 10 10 10 10 12 11 8
X Un arrogant 13 9 12 7 12 11 12 11 11 5
X Tactful 11 11 12 12 11 11 10 9 11 10
X Acceptant 12 11 11 11 11 11 11 10 12 12
X Total 144 130 133 125 124 121 124 126 124 119
- Total 21 33 39 35 36 35 45 48 47 44
Total 120 97 94 90 88 86 79 78 77 75
X Positive items
Negative items
* Items given double weight
21
TABLE 1 - Continued
Lowest Ten 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
X Sociability 5 6 5 8 6 7 8 7 6 8
X Friendliness 6 6 6 7 7 6 7 7 6 9
X Personal relations 4 6 6 6 6 6 8 7 6 9
X* Empathic ability 4 6 5 6 7 5 5 7 6 7
X* Tolerance of
ambiguity 4 6 6 5 6 7 6 6 5 7
- Hostility 8 9 9 11 10 8 9 8 9 8
- Indifference 5 7 5 3 3 4 7 6 3 4
- Obtuseness 11 11 7 6 4 9 7 9 7 9
-* Projector 10 9 9 8 9 8 6 8 9 8
- Self-derogator 8 7 7 3 5 6 5 7 6 6
- Authoritarian 7 8 10 11 10 9 10 8 10 7
- Ethnocentric 6 8 9 12 10 9 10 8 7 6
- Hyper-conformists 9 8 7 8 7 9 6 8 6 8
-* Rigidity 9 9 9 11 10 9 12 9 5 9
X Sense of humor 6 5 8 8 7 6 7 7 6 7
X Un arrogant 9 9 8 7 8 7 9 11 5 9
X Tactful 9 6 6 7 7 7 7 8 6 8
X Acceptant 8 7 7 7 8 8 7 8 6 8
X Total 63 69 68 72 68 71 75 81 63 86
- Total 92 94 90 92 87 88 90 88 67 82
Total -29 -25 -22 -20 -19 -17 -15 -07 -04 -04
X Positive items
- Negative items
* Items given double weight
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Four of the top ten on the MMPI have at least one score above 70 and
one of the bottom ten has a score of 70 or above, which is significant
clinically as an indication of personality pathology.^ This might seem
strange since it would be assumed that the more effective counselor would
possess better mental health. However, since there are so many variables
to be considered, even in making an assumption, that this fact for the
present time is beyond the scope of this study. The detailed description
of MMPI profiles is irrelevant because the purpose of this study is to
find congruence or lack of it in the responses of the two groups. Inten¬
sive individual analysis may prove appropriate to further research in this
area, but it is not considered vital here. Empirical examination of MMPI
means indicates but one mean which falls more than one standard deviation
above the mean. This one mean exceeding one standard deviation was for
the highest-rated group on the "interest scale" (Mf) .
TABLE 2
T SCORES OF PERSONALITY TRAITS ON THE MINNESOTA
MULTIPHASIC PERSONALITY INVENTORY
Highest rated ten Hs D Hy Pd Mf Pa Pt Sc Ma Si
1 42 36 54 60 41 41 40 57 63 53
2 41 48 51 64 61 47 58 50 65 46
3 48 49 56 60 51 53 56 57 45 60
^W. Grant Dahlstrom and George S. Welsh, An MMPI Handbook (Minneapo¬
lis: University of Minnesota Press, 1960), p. 87.
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TABLE 2 - Continued
Highest rated ten Hs D Hy Pd Mf Pa Pt Sc Ma Si
4 49 58 60 64 71 59 60 53 48 49
5 52 53 53 60 45 59 48 51 58 56
6 49 65 60 53 55 50 54 50 38 48
7 47 65 58 53 67 59 52 48 50 44
8 49 48 58 55 71 50 58 63 68 30
9 59 60 53 55 71 53 81 78 70 62
10 54 51 62 76 73 59 52 57 53 42
Means 49.0 53.056.5 60.0 60.6 53.0 55.S} 56.4 55.8 47.0
TABLE 2 - Continued
Lowest rated ten Hs D Hy Pd Mf Pa Pt Sc Ma Si
1 48 59 49 43 41 67 66 54 45 47
2 44 46 45 55 49 47 43 51 63 45
3 50 49 49 43 39 47 43 44 38 62
4 64 53 68 57 42 56 53 55 68 43
5 48 46 50 60 51 65 43 51 60 44
6 42 49 53 57 59 41 43 49 65 52
7 57 48 55 55 65 47 58 61 65 44
8 46 47 50 57 61 44 50 51 68 44
9 49 56 53 81 69 76 54 65 63 54
10 48 36 54 50 51 56 46 44 63 48
Means 49.6 48..9 52,.6 55 .8 52.7 54,,6 47,.8 52,.5 59. 8 48.3
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Examination of table 3 for the standard (T) scores and means from
the EPPS shows most standard scores and their resulting means falling
within the average range of 41 - 59, which is within one standard devia¬
tion of the mean. One item mean "deference" (def), fell more than one
standard deviation from the mean or within the high range 60 - 69 in the
highest-rated group. The lowest-rated group had four standard score means
falling more than one standard deviation from the mean. One of the means
for the lowest rated group which fell more than one standard deviation
below the mean was "exhibition" (exh). "Exhibition" for the lowest-rated
group fell within the low range for T scores. The other three items for
the lowest-rated group which exceeded one standard deviation above the
mean and hence falling within the high range for T scores were "deference"





















It might be worth noting that hypotheses have been offered that
counselors should score higher on some items and lower on others - high
meaning above the eightieth percentile and lower about the mean and lower.
These hypothesized items are discussed iu the survey of related litera¬
ture.
Allen L. Edwards, Edwards Personal Preference Schedule Manual




T SCORES OF PERSONALITY VARIABLES ON THE EDWARDS
PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE
Highest rated ten
1 2 3 4 •5 6 7 8 9 10 Mean
Achievement 67 65 62 65 75 46 51 58 61 36 58.6
Deference 33 61 62 69 72 66 69 63 66 52 61.3
Order 31 61 65 47 59 52 66 68 54 56 54.9
Exhibition 60 57 33 46 26 60 40 52 38 38 45.0
Autonomy 65 49 45 56 38 38 42 47 36 56 47.2
Affiliation 49 55 49 55 36 48 52 55 38 55 49.2
Intraception 45 44 60 54 48 65 51 44 61 32 50.5
Succorance 49 46 47 31 57 38 31 55 55 61 47.0
Dominance 56 37 50 47 49 39 48 49 43 51 46.8
Abasement Incomplete data
Nurturance 49 35 56 60 54 54 56 42 56 50 51.2
Change 52 51 23 53 45 45 32 45 38 64 44.8
Endurance 35 49 74 51 64 47 60 56 37 36 50.9
Heterosexuality 57 65 29 32 40 45 49 47 51 62 47.7
Aggression 62 35 36 40 33 53 48 40 55 53 45.5
Consistency 51 63 68 47 68 58 58 53 58 58 58.2
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TABLE 3 - Continued
Lowest rated ten
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Mean
Achievement 71 62 47 57 62 67 51 59 58 52 58.6
Deference 68 62 70 79 60 62 66 62 55 57 64.1
Order 77 63 70 59 70 88 56 47 73 70 67.3
Exhibition 41 38 36 38 30 36 29 36 57 49 39.0
Autonomy 29 52 42 38 61 42 38 38 42 45 42.7
Affiliation 49 49 29 54 39 61 45 42 45 42 45.5
Intraception 49 56 51 49 37 45 59 51 59 45 50.1
Succorance 60 44 51 53 35 49 36 56 40 56 48.0
Dominance 32 39 47 43 65 41 54 58 45 56 43.7
Abasement Incomplete data
Nurturance 55 40 54 45 51 42 52 60 25 51 47.5
Change 39 35 41 47 29 49 66 50 34 41 43.1
Endurance 56 58 80 64 72 53 53 49 68 60 61.3
Heterosexuality 46 46 36 38 38 29 49 59 34 36 41.1
Aggression 27 62 53 51 49 47 46 44 59 36 47.4
Consistency 57 40 57 63 46 40 37 40 53 40 47.3
Further examination of table 3 will show that two people in the
highest-rated group scored more than two standard deviations below the
mean on individual items and that one of these two people also scored
more than two standard deviations above the mean on individual items.
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Six people in the lowest-rated group scored two standard deviations or
more below the mean on individual itesm. Five of those in the lowest-
rated group scoring two standard deviations or more below the mean also
scored two standard deviations or more above the mean on individual
items. Two others in the lowest-rated group also scored two standard
deviations or more above the mean on individual items.
Empirical examination shows but two items whose means are separated
by more than ten points. The highest-rated group appears to be more of
a homogeneous group in their scoring than the lowest-rated group. The
lowest-rated group has greater fluctuation between high and low scores.
Examination of table 4 for the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament
Survey shows but one mean falling more than one standard deviation from
the mean. This one mean which exceeds one standard deviation is for the
lowest-rated group on the "restraint" (R) variable. All the other means
on the GZTS fall within one standard deviation plus or minus. Inspection
of table 4 does not indicate any trend toward higher or lower scores
between the two groups.
TABLE 4
T SCORES OF PERSONALITY VARIABLES ON THE
GUILFORD-ZIMMERMAN TEMPERAMENT SURVEY
Highest :rated ten
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Mean
General
activity 40 45 45 55 45 50 35 45 40 40 44.0
Restraint 45 50 70 60 60 55 70 55 66 45 57.0
Ascendance 55 45 45 45 35 60 50 50 40 55 48.0
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TABLE 4 - Continued
Highest rated ten
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Mean
Sociability 50 45 40 45 50 45 45 55 45 60 48.0
Emotional
stability 50 45 65 60 50 60 60 50 40 65 54.5
Objectivity 50 40 65 65 55 60 60 50 40 70 55.5
Friendliness 40 50 65 70 60 65 65 60 50 75 60.0
Thoughtfulness 45 50 60 45 55 55 55 50 65 35 51.5
Personal
relations 30 55 60 70 45 75 60 60 40 70 56.5
Masculinity 35 45 50 45 70 60 45 45 35 50 48.0
Lowest rated ten
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Mean
General
activity 40 50 60 55 50 50 40 55 70 50 52.0
Restraint 65 65 65 65 70 65 55 55 55 65 62.5
Ascendance 35 55 40 50 70 50 60 55 70 55 54.0
Sociability 40 50 35 50 35 65 60 70 45 45 49.5
Emotional
stability 40 55 75 55 65 60 70 65 55 55 59.5
Objectivity 50 55 65 55 70 45 60 55 45 45 54.5
Friendliness 60 50 65 50 55 45 50 45 40 50 51.0
Thoughtfulness 70 50 60 55 60 50 60 50 60 50 56.5
Personal
relations 60 50 55 55 55 50 50 45 35 40 49.5
Masculinity 65 35 30 50 40 55 50 55 50 45 47.5
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Table 5 summarizes the results of the questionnaires which were
sent to the employers of those individuals involved in this study. The
purpose of these questionnaires was to determine the present status of
all of the subjects used in this study. There is nothing to indicate a
difference in the present status between the two groups studied.
TABLE 5
PRESENT STATUS OF SUBJECTS USED
Higher-rated ten Full-time counselors 4
Part-time counselors 2
Teachers 1









Total forms returned 50
Total forms mailed 58
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Statistical comparisons of data.--A Fisher's t test was used to
determine any significance of difference between the means of the two
groups on the traits on the MMPI, the EPPS, and the GZTS. The means were
those of the ten highest-rated individuals and the ten lowest-rated in¬
dividuals .
Table 6 shows the results, on the MMPI, of the Fischer's t test.
No significant difference was found for any of the traits. The mean for
the highest-rated group on the Hypochondriasis scale (Hs) was 49.0 as
compared to a mean of 49.6 for the lowest group. The .6 difference could
not be considered significant even from empirical observation. The mean
for the highest rated group on the depression (D) scale was 53.3 as com¬
pared to a mean of 48.9 for the lowest group. The difference between
means of 4.4 was not significant at the 5 per cent level of confidence.
Although this difference is not statistically significant, it should be
remembered that the counselors rated as more effective rated slightly
higher on this scale than the less effective. The mean for the highest-
rated group on the Hysteria (Hy) scale was 56.5 as compared to a mean of
52.6 for the lowest group. The difference between means of 3.9 was not
significant at the 5 per cent level of confidence. The difference is not
statistically significant but the more effective counselors rated slightly
higher on this scale than the less effective. The mean for the highest-
rated group on the Psychopathic Deviate scale was 60.0 as compared to a
mean of 55.8 for the lowest group. The difference between means of 4.2
was not significant at the 5 per cent level of confidence. The differ¬
ence is not statistically significant but the more effective counselors
rated slightly higher on this scale than the less effective. The mean
for the highest rated on the Interest scale (Mf) was 60.0 as compared to
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TABLE 6













Hs 49.0 49.6 .25 Not significant
D 53.3 48.9 1.52 Not significant
Hy 56.5 52.6 1.72 Not significant
Pd 60.0 55.8 1.05 Not significant
Mf 60.6 52.7 1.58 Not significant
Pa 53.0 54.6 .36 Not significant
Pt 55.9 47.8 1.65 Not significant
Sc 56.4 52.5 1.11 Not significant
Ma 55.8 59.8 .89 Not significant
Si 47.0 48.3 .36 Not significant
*Means are derived from the reported standard (T) scores with a
mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10.
a mean of 521.7 for the lowest group. The difference between means of 7.9
was not significant at the 5 per cent level. of confidence . This differ-
ence is not statistically significant, but it should, be remembered that
the more effective counselors rated higher on this scale ithan the less
effective. The mean for the highest rated group on the Paranoia scale
(Pa) was 53. 0 as compared to a mean of; 54.61 for the lowest group. The
difference between means of 1.6 was not significant at the 5 per cent
level of confidence. The difference of 1.6 could not be considered
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significant even from empirical observation. The mean for the highest
rated group on the Psychasthenia scale (Pt) was 55.9 as compared to a
mean of 47.8 for the lowest group. The difference between mean of 8.1
was not significant at the 5 per cent level of confidence. Although
this difference is not statistically significant, it should be remembered
that the more effective counselors rated higher on this scale than the
less effective. The mean for the highest rated group on the Schizo¬
phrenia scale (Sc) was 56.4 as compared to a mean of 52.5 for the lowest
group. The difference between means of 3.9 was not significant at the—
5 per cent level of confidence. The more effective counselors rated
higher on this scale than the less effective. The mean for the highest-
rated group on the Hypomania scale (Ma) was 55.8 as compared to a mean of
59.8 for the lowest group. The difference between means of 4.0 was not
significant at the 5 per cent level of confidence. This difference is
not statistically significant, but the less effective counselors rated
higher than the more effective counselors. The mean for the highest-
rated group on the Social scale (si) was 47.0 as compared to a mean of
48.3 for the lowest group. The difference of 1.3 could not be considered
significant even from empirical observation. The highest-rated group,
though no differences were statistically significant, rated higher on
six scales and the lowest-rated group rated higher on the remaining four
scales.
Table 7 shows the results, on the EPPS, of the Fischer's test. A
significant difference was found for the personality variable pertaining
to "order." This result seems to be congruent with hypotheses concerning
a counselors tolerance of ambiguity. The lowest-rated group scored
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TABLE 7















ach 58.6 58.6 0.00 Not significant
def 61.3 64.1 .67 Not significant
ord 54.9 67.3 2.58 Significant
exh 45.0 39.0 1.30 Not significant
aut 47.2 42.7 1.09 Not significant
aff 49.2 45.5 1.05 Not significant
int 50.5 50.1 .10 Not significant
sue 47.0 48.0 .23 Not significant
dom 46.8 43.7 .82 Not significant
aba Incomplete data
nur 51.2 47.5 .97 Not significant
chg 44.8 43.1 .35 Not significant
end 50.9 61.3 2.04 Not significant
het 47.7 41.1 1.43 Not significant
agg 45.5 47.4 .42 Not significant
con 58.2 47.3 3.06 Significant
*Means are derived from the reported standard (T) scores with
a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10.
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significantly higher on this personality variable indicate a tendency
toward work neat, organized, and systematic. The tendency is to have
things arranged so that they run smoothly without change. This signifi¬
cance would not tend to vitiate the need for order in a counselors work
but may indicate that effective counselors tolerate greater flexibility
in their work.
A significant difference was also found between the "consistency"
means. Significant deviations in either direction from the mean might
give some indication of inconsistency in responses. Both means were
within one standard deviation plus or minus from the mean. Statisti¬
cally it is significant that the highest-rated group scored higher on
the consistency variable. Conclusions of inconsistency within either
group would be difficult to draw from this data.
The mean for the highest-rated group on the Achievement variable
(ach) was 58.6 as compared to a mean of 58.6 for the lowest group.
Empirical observation shows no difference between means. The mean for
the highest-rated group on the Deference (def) variable was 61.3 as
compared to a mean of 64.1 for the lowest group. The difference between
means of 2.8 was not significant at the 5 per cent level of confidence.
The group rated as less effective scored higher on this scale than the
more effective group. The mean for the highest-rated group on the
Exhibition variable (exh) was 45.0 as compared to a mean of 39.0 for the
lowest group. The difference between means of 6.0 was not significant
at the 5 per cent level of confidence. This difference is not statisti¬
cally significant, but the more effective counselors scored higher than
the less effective. The mean for the highest-rated group on the Autonomy
variable (aut) was 47.2 as compared to a mean of 42.7 for the lowest
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group. The difference between means of 4.5 was not significant at the
5 per cent level of confidence. This difference is not statistically
significant, but it should be remembered that the group rated as more
effective scored slightly higher on this variable than the less effective.
The mean for the highest-rated group on the Affiliation variable (aff)
was 49.2 as compared to a mean of 45.5 for the lowest group. The dif¬
ference between means of 3.7 was not significant at the 5 per cent level
of confidence. This difference is not statistically significant, but
the higher group rated slightly higher on this variable than the group
rated as less effective. The mean for the highest-rated group on the
Intraception (int) variable was 50.5 as compared to a mean of 50.1 for
the lowest group. This difference of .4 could not be considered signi¬
ficant even from empirical observation. The mean for the highest rated
group on the Succorance (sue) variable was 47.0 as compared to a mean
of 48.0 for the lowest group. The difference between means of 1.0 could
not be considered significant even from empirical observation. The mean
for the highest rated group on the Dominance (dom) variable was 46.8 as
compared to a mean of 43.7 for the lowest group. The difference between
means of 3.1 was not significant at the 5 per cent level of confidence.
This difference is not statistically significant, but those rated as more
effective scored slightly higher on this scale than those rated as less
effective. There was incomplete data for the Abasement (aba) variable
and therefore a test could not be run on this variable. The mean for
the highest rated group on the Nurturance (nur) variable was 51.2 as
compared to a mean of 47.5 for the lowest group. The difference between
means of 3.7 was not significant at the 5 per cent level of confidence.
This difference is not statistically significant, but the counselors
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rated as more effective scored slightly higher on this scale than those
rated as less effective. The mean for the highest rated group on the
Change (chg) variable was 44.8 as compared to a mean of 43.1 for the
lowest group. The difference between means of 1.7 could not be considered
significant even from empirical observation. The mean for the highest
rated group on the Endurance (end) variable was 50.9 as compared to a
mean of 61.3 for the lowest group. The difference between means of 10.4
was not significant at the 5 per cent level of confidence. Although this
difference is not statistically significant, it should be remembered that
the group rated as less effective scored one standard deviation higher
on this scale than those rated as more effective. The mean for the
highest-rated group on the Heterosexuality scale (het) was 47.7 as com¬
pared to a mean of 41.1 for the lowest group. The difference between
means of 6.6 was not significant at the 5 per cent level of confidence.
This difference is not statistically significant, but the group rated as
more effective scored slightly higher on this scale than the less effec¬
tive. The mean for the highest-rated group on the Aggression scale (agg)
was 45.5 as compared to a mean of 47.4 for the lowest group. The dif¬
ference between means of 1.9 could not be considered significant even
from empirical observation. Those rated as more effective counselors
scored higher on nine of the personality variables. Those rated as
effective counselors scored higher on the remaining six variables.
Statistical significance was found for only two of the variables as pre¬
viously discussed.
Table 8 shows the results on the GZTS, of the'Fischer's t. No
significant difference was found for any of the personality traits.
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TABLE 8















G 44.0 52.0 2.42 Not significant
R 57.0 62.5 1.56 Not significant
A 48.0 54.0 1.42 Not significant
S 48.0 49.5 .36 Not significant
E 54.5 59.5 1.22 Not significant
0 55.5 54.5 .24 Not significant
F 60.0 51.0 1.95 Not significant
T 51.5 56.5 1.43 Not significant
P 56.5 49.5 1.33 Not significant
M 48.0 47.5 .11 Not significant
*Means are derived from the reported standard (T) scores with a
mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10.
The mean for the highest-rated group on the General Activity variable
(G) was 44.0 as compared to a mean of 52.0 for the lowest group. The
difference between means of 8,,0 was not significant at the 5 per cent
level of confidence. Although this difference is not statistically sig¬
nificant. It should be remembered that the group rated less effective
scored higher on this scale than the group rated as more effective. The
mean for the highest-rated group on the Restraint variable (R) was 57.0
as compared to a mean of 62.5 for the lowest group. The difference
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between means of 5.5 was not significant at the 5 per cent level of con¬
fidence. This difference is not statistically significant, but the group
rated as less effective scored slightly higher on this scale than those
rated as more effective. The mean for the highest-rated group on the
Ascendance variable (A) was 48.0 as compared to a mean of 54.0 for the
lowest group. The difference between means of 6.0 was not significant
at the 5 per cent level of confidence. This difference is not statisti¬
cally significant, but those rated as less effective scored slightly
higher on this scale than those rated as more effective. The mean for
the highest-rated group on the Sociability variable (S) was 48.0 as com¬
pared to a mean of 49.5 for the lowest group. The difference between
means of 1.5 is not significant even from empirical observation. The
mean for the highest-rated group on the Emotional Stability variable (E)
was 54.5 as compared to a mean of 59.5 for the lowest group. The differ¬
ence between means of 5.0 was not significant at the 5 per cent level of
confidence. This difference is not statistically significant, but the
group rated as less effective scored higher on this scale than the group
rated as more effective. The mean for the highest-rated group on the
Objectivity variable was 55.5 as compared to a mean of 54.5 for the lowest
group. The difference between means of 1.0 is not significant even from
empirical observation. The mean for the highest-rated group on the
Friendliness variable (F) was 60.0 as compared to a mean of 51.0 for the
lowest group. The difference between means of 9.0 was not significant at
the 5 per cent level of confidence. This difference is not statistically
significant, but those rated as the more effective counselors scored
higher on this scale than those rated as the less effective counselors.
The mean for the highest-rated group on the Thoughtfulness variable (T)
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was 51.5 as compared to a mean of 56.5 for the lowest group. The dif¬
ference between means of 5.4 was not significant at the 5 per cent level
of confidence. This difference is not statistically significant, but
those rated as the less effective counselors scored higher on this scale
than those rated as more effective counselors. The mean for the highest
rated group on the Personal Relations variable (P) was 56.5 as compared
to a mean of 49.5 for the lowest group. The difference between means
of 7.0 was not significant at the 5 per cent level of confidence. This
difference is not statistically significant, but those rated as the more
effective counselors scored higher on this scale than those rated as the
less effective counselors. The mean for the highest-rated group on the
Masculinity variable was 48.0 as compared to a mean of 47.5 for the low¬
est group. The difference between means of .5 per cent was not significant
at the 5 per cent level of confidence. Those rated as the more effective
counselors scored higher on four of the variables. Those rated as the
less effective counselors scored higher on the remaining six variables.
Statistically, results are not congruent with the ratings of pro¬
fessors; the implication here being that the instruments used cannot be
used to predict counselor effectiveness. Another implication might be
that selection procedures give a homogeneous grouping, and therefore,
even though the group is rated, as was done in this study, no statistical
significance can be found. Further examination of the two significant
items found in this study and further examination of other instruments
might eventually yield sufficient items to compile into one instrument
for predicting counselor effectiveness.
Summary of the data.--On the basis of the statistical results there
are only two items which show a significant difference in the responses
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of the two groups. The two items "order" and "consistency of response"
were both found on the EPPS. In examining means one might expect to
find significantly higher and lower means. Most means fell about the
test mean possibly indicating a group representative of the norm group
but also possibly indicating homogeneity of the trainee group. Individual
analysis might be indicated in a few cases where scores were unusually
high or low, but generally there was no noticeable trend in the scores
other than to cluster about the mean. It is important to note the in¬
ability of the instruments used to predict counselor effectiveness as
judged by educators. The seemingly contradictory portraits of the pro¬
fessors' ratings and the instruments' predictive ability is not diffi¬
cult to understand in light of the fact that the ratings by professors
was a matter of choosing possibly from a homogeneous group. The fact
still remains that basically the fifty-eight as a whole were rated
similarly; but some, the highest ten, rated extremely high in compari¬
son to the lower ten who were rated extremely low. Further research
may be able to find items on other instruments which can discriminate
between effective and less effective counselors. Personality, being
such an intangible and complex variable, is still elusive when using
paper and pencil instruments.
CHAPTER III
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Background summary.--At the out-set of this study the writer felt
that more research was needed in the area of counselor selection. It was
felt that there are certain personality characteristics which are common,
to some degree, among those counselors who are effective (if effective¬
ness is possible to determine) and certain characteristics which are
common, to some degree, among those counselors who are less effective.
As the study progressed it was not difficult to see the almost in-
summountable task of trying to get some objective measure of effective¬
ness. Nevertheless, criteria for effective counseling was established
from hypotheses within the literature and existing attitude scales. Ob¬
jectivity being a virtual impossibility, three highly expert and competent
counselor-educators were asked to rate the fifty-eight subjects used in
the study. From these ratings high-and low-rated groups were determined.
The study is based upon the differences between the two groups on three
personality instruments, the MMPI, the EPPS, and the GZTS. A Fischer's
t test was run on each item on all of the instruments to determine the
significance of difference between means. The results have been pre¬
sented in tables and narrative summaries have been written.
This section of this study is a summary of the findings.
Summary of related literature.--Writers agree upon the importance
as well as the difficulty of assessing counselor personality characteristics.
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Even greater difficulty is encountered when trying to predict counselor
effectiveness. Little research has been done in the whole area of pre¬
dicting counseling effectiveness. "A recent search for research reports
revealed a disappointingly small number, in fact no major longitudinal
study of selection."
Possibly the problem is not one of predicting but rather of con¬
tinuing to improve the preparation of those counseling candidates with
academic ability and verbal fluency.
It may be that we have been approaching the problem
from the wrong direction. The assumption that there is
a certain combination of personal characteristics which
is optimum for counseling may be unsound. It seems
possible now that men and women of a wide variety of
personality types can function successfully in this situa¬
tion. If we give up the belief that there is one standard
relationship that should be created in every case, we can
relinquish along with it the requirement that the counse¬
lor be any one type of person. Logical-sounding reasons
have been given for emphasizing certain personality traits,
but often reasons with just as much logic can be advanced
for their opposites. One can say, for instance, that a
counselor should be a very stable, well-adjusted individual
himself so that the help he attempts to give others with
their problems will not constitute a case of blind leading
the blind. It can just as well be said, however, that a
counselor should have experienced anxiety, conflict, and
indecision in his own life so that he can understand others.
Some would hold that a counselor should be an extrovert
responding easily to other people. Others would expect him
to be an introvert with the capacity to enter another's
thought world imaginatively. Perhaps it would be better if
we all assumed that any personality pattern which permits
rich and deep relationships with other human beings to deve¬
lop is satisfactory. Just as there is no one kind of per¬
sonality essential to the husband or wife, mother or father,
lover, neighbor, friend, so there is no one kind essential
to the counselor.
^George E. Hill and Donald A. Green, "The Selection, Preparation,
and Professionalization of Guidance and Personnel Workers," Review of
Educational Research. XXX (April, 1960), Chapter 3.
^yler, op. cit.. pp. 245-46.
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The counseling process is not one sided but rather an affective
process. This fact further emphasizes the difficulty of trying to deter¬
mine personality characteristics of effective counselors. Snyder saw the
psychotherapy relationship as the "...reciprocity of various sets of
affective attitudes which two or more persons hold toward each other in
1
psychotherapy."
To pursue the reciprocity of personality and attitudes among counse¬
lor and counselee further, an examination of communications might be
pertinent. Since counseling is basically a one-to-one relationship (not
to relate the value of group counseling which also demands the ability
to communicate) and communications is basic to interaction, this possibly
is an area where counselors should be proficient.
...a person's response to a persuasive communication
is not an isolated act but is rather part of a complex
pattern of attitudes, ways of perceiving, and ways of
dealing with the world and self.^
Hoveland and Janis further state: /Not that counseling is persuading_^/
. . .persuasibility is not isolated phenomenon, but is
rather the product of certain underlying attributes of
the personality. Personality patterns apparently make
a person more or less susceptible to influence in a wide
variety of situations, whether the influence arises from
the structure of the external field, from another person,
or from a written communication.
There are many hypotheses espoused as to the personality traits of
effective counselors. Tyler points out that rigidity, hostility, and
4
obtuseness are handicaps in counseling. Katz indicated in his book that
^Snyder, op. cit., p. 364.
^Hoveland and Janis, op. cit., p. 93.
^Ibid.
^Tyler, op. cit., p. 247.
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social psychologists, who made empirical studies of empathy by interview¬
ing and testing, lean toward the belief that projectors, self-derogators,
authoritarians, ethnocentrics, fundamentalists, hyper-conformists, and
1
those that have a need to dominate would be less successful as counselors.
There is much agreement among authorities that effective counselors
are effective because of what they are even more so than what they know.
Empathic ability seems to be one of the main characteristics of an effec¬
tive counselor. The ability to empathize has included within many aspects
of the healthy personality.
Whatever the psychotherapist may accomplish with his
patient, he accomplishes because of who and what he is.
His skill, his empathic capacity, his originality of
theory and practice, are the expressions ^f his integrated
self-controlled, and ripened personality.
The importance of the empathic variable for the therapist has been
underscored by Frieda Fromm-Reichman. She observed that in the early days
of psychoanalytic therapy the personality of the particular therapists was
not considered to be a significant variable. All that were important were
training, integrity, and medical responsibility. More attention is now
given to the empathic relationship.
Rogers in regard to conventional training in the field of psychology
and to needing specific scientific knowledge states: "That this is a
3
necessary prerequisite to therapeutic training is disproved by the facts."
Katz notes a number of personal characteristics, like acceptance of
self and toleration of anxiety, which correlate positively with flexibility
^Katz, op. cit., p. 163.
^Forest, op. cit., p. 188.
^Carl E. Rogers, Client-Centered Therapy (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
1951), p. 435.
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of ego boundaries. Giblette found tests of empathy, emotional stability,
and practical judgment useful in differentiating among three levels of
2
rated competency of practicing school counselors. Arbuckle in his study
v/ith 70 counselor-trainees found that the highly chosen group scored
higher in confidence, lower on seven of the MMPI variables (lower scores
indicating better adjustment), and higher in social service, persuasive,
literacy, and scientific interests. The rejected group received less sat-
3
isfactory scores on home adjustment and on nine of the MMPI measures.
Thus, most of our literature is focused upon the kinds of training
programs that will be the most effective for counselor training. The
same texts that recommend training programs also hypothesize as to per¬
sonality traits which are desirable for counselor effectiveness, but few
have research to substantiate their hypotheses. Literature by the Ameri-
4 5 6
can College Personnel Association, McCreary, Williamson, and others,
includes many pronouncements regarding the personal characteristics and
the competencies needed by guidance and personnel workers. Two recent
7
studies, one by Miller, which found the personality variable of surgency
^Katz, op. cit., p. 62.




American College Personnel Association Professional Standards and
Training Committee, "Personal Characteristics and Job Success."
Personnel and Guidance Journal, XXXV (February, 1957), pp. 463-468.
^McCreary, op. cit.
^Williamson, op. cit.
^Theodore K. Miller, "Characteristics of Perceived Helpers,"
Personnel and Guidance Journal, XLIII (March, 1961), pp. 687-691.
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and conscientiousness to be significant and the other by Milliken,
which found the negative trait of prejudice to be significant are
indications of a growing interest in the area of personality factors
involved in effective counseling. While relatively little of the
literature in the past may be said to have been based upon research, the
change in emphasis over the past two decades has been notable.
Limitations of the study.--The following factors are those which
seem to have a limiting effect upon this study:
1. Affective processes, about which we hypothesize but about
which we know very little, may exert greater influence
than is suspected. The study of personality affect is, of
course, a problem which warrants much more investigation.
2. The study of effectiveness in counseling should be more of
a longitudinal nature if any reliable and hence valid data
is to be collected. The counselees should be a major con¬
sideration in any study of counselor effectiveness. To
determine effectiveness with counselees is naturally going
to be a long term process.
3. There were only fifty-eight subjects used in this study.
A greater number of a more heterogeneous nature will have
to be studied to gain more information.
4. Three instruments were used in this study as possible tools
for helping in the prediction of counseling effectiveness.
Many more instrximents will have to be utilized before any
conclusive determinations can be made.
^Robert L. Milliken, "Prejudice and Counseling Effectiveness,"
Personnel and Guidance Journal, XLIII (March, 1965), pp. 710-712.
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5. Academic accomplishment night have had some influence
upon the ratings of the judges, not that it would have
been conscious, since all ratings are of a subjective
nature. This in itself is a point for further examina¬
tion.
6. More ratings of each counselor-trainee are needed in
order to gain a more comprehensive rating. Regardless
of how proficient, objective, and professional an expert
counselor-educator may be, he is limited in his attempts
to rate counselor-trainees because quite often he has
only isolated and unique occasions upon which to observe
hence make judgments.
7. Counselor-educators had to make distinctions among a homo¬
geneous group since the subjects used were the result of
previous selection criteria. Subjects studied who are not
products of counselor selection procedures might help in
the problem of determining potential for effective counsel¬
ing since a more heterogeneous group would be involved.
Summary of the findings.--One purpose of this study was to try to
determine those traits, if any, which are common to counselor-trainees
judged as most effective by certain counselor-educators. Effective counse¬
lors were found to score significantly lower on the variable pertaining to
"order" on the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule. Hypotheses in the
literature claim that effective counselors should be able to tolerate
ambiguity. This result seems to be congruent with hypotheses concerning
a counselors tolerance of ambiguity. This significance would not tend to
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vitiate the need for order in a counselor's work but may indicate that
effective counselors tolerate greater flexibility in their work. A
significant difference was also found between the "consistency" means.
Significant deviations in either direction from the mean might give some
indication of inconsistency in responding to items throughout the EPPS.
Both means were within one standard deviation plus or minus from the
mean. Statistically, it is significant that the hig*hest-rated group
scored higher on the consistency variable. Conclusions of greater incon¬
sistency within either group would be difficult to draw from these data.
A second purpose of this study was to try and determine those traits,
if any, which are common to counselor-trainees judged as least effective
by certain counselor-educators. Less effective counselors were found to
score significantly higher on the variable pertaining tc "order" on the
EPPS. Hypotheses in the literature claim that less effective counselors
would not have as great a tolerance of ambiguity as more effective counse¬
lors. This result seems to be congruent with hypotheses concerning a
counselor's tolerance of ambiguity. Less effective counselors would tend
to need a greater degree of order in their work with fewer changes. A
significant difference was also found between the "consistency" means.
Significant deviations in either direction from the mean might give some
indication of inconsistency in responding to items throughout the EPPS.
Both means were within one standard deviation plus or minus from the mean.
Statistically it is significant that the lowest-rated group scored lower
on the consistency variable. Conclusions of greater inconsistency within
either group would be difficult to draw from these data.
This particular study seemed to indicate an inability of the Minne¬
sota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, the Edwards Personal Preference
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Schedule, and Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey to predict counselor
effectiveness as judged by counselor-educators. Basically counselor-
trainees did not score significantly different on the instruments used
since the means of the two groups studied fell about the means of the
instruments. This fact helps to substantiate the reliability of the
instruments but does little to discriminate between effective and less
effective counselor-trainees as judged by counselor-educators. Counselor-
educators can make the greatest distinctions between, what at present
seem to be, effective and less effective counselor-trainees. Differences
in judged effectiveness do exist, as indicated by the counselor-educator
ratings.
The present status of the subjects used in this study indicates no
apparent differences in their positions or their rated proficiency by
their present employers.. Comparability of ratings, by present employers,
cannot be judged because individual employers rated individual counselors
and therefore comparative judgments could not be made. All counselors
were rated high by their present employers. The highest-rated counselor
of the highest-rated group was rated average, but this rating was based
on the previous years' teaching and not present counseling. Of the 58
questionnaires mailed to present employers (only) 50 were returned.
Conclusions.--Following are the conclusions which have been drawn
from this study by this writer:
1. There is no distinct pattern of traits which characterize
effective counselors as shown by this study. However, two
personality traits on the Edwards Personal Preference
Schedule were found to be statistically significant.
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2. There are definite limitations and difficulties involved
when trying to predict counseling effectiveness because
personality is such an integral part of the affective pro¬
cess .
3. Hypotheses by various authorities of traits characteristic
of effective counselors will have to yield to more exten¬
sive and intensive investigation with more of the standard¬
ized instruments as well as devised instruments.
4. Counselor effectiveness is difficult to determine in a
study that is not longitudinal because observations of
counselee satisfaction or behavior changes will have to
be made.
5. The following are the implications which are indicated to
this writer from the conclusions drawn as they evolved from
the purposes of this study:
5.1 Since two statistically significant personality traits
were found on the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule
it may be possible to find other significant traits on
other instruments.
5.2 This study dealt with the effectiveness of the counselor.
Possibly greater understanding of counselor effectiveness
can be accomplished through the study of affectivity of
personality within the counseling session. Judgments by
counselees of counselors may shed more light on this area.
5.3 Counselor-educators who are committed to the thesis that
the counselor's personality is a major determiner of
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counseling effectiveness need to explain more fully
and operationally what they are talking about, and
substantiate their hypotheses with research.
5.4 Effectiveness of counselors is not so much a problem
of technique but of effectiveness in human interaction
with a resulting satisfaction or behavior change on the
part of the counselee.
Recommendations.--A survey of the literature and the involvement in
and the results of this study lead me to make the following recommenda¬
tions :
1. More objective measures will have to be developed by
whi ,n effectiveness can be judged. Presently, observa¬
tions by expert counselor-educators can make distinctions
between effective and less effective counselors, but even
here we are faced with the problem of subjectivity. Even
if we get good results from studies of affectivity in the
counseling process we still are faced with the problem of
trying to predict.
2. Parallel with attempts to determine traits, and hence
devise instruments with which to predict effectiveness,
should be an ever-increasing awareness of the possibility
that people with good ability, an interest in the helping
relationship, and verbal fluency may not have to be chosen
because of personality traits, and can therefore be trained
to be effective counselors.
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3. Counselors will have to work diligently to show the
relationship between characteristics of the counse¬
lor's personality, if any, and desired changes in
counselor behavior.
4. There is a definite need of studying counselors who
initially had negatively hypothesized personality
traits, and counselors who initially had desirable
hypothesized personality traits, through the percep¬
tion of counselees, after both types of counselors had
been trained.
5. More instruments will have to be appraised, in a manner
similar to this study, in order to determine other sig¬
nificant traits by which potential for counseling effec¬
tiveness can be determined. A composite of all signifi¬
cant traits into a single instrument might be an out¬
growth of this type of study.
6. The need for a longitudinal study using the hypothesized
differences among effective and less effective counselors
is indicated.
7. Counselor-educators should be asked to make distinctions
between more heterageneous groups in this type of study.
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Administrators and educators are constantly slowed down in
their work by additional materials which are quite often important
to the individual initiating them but meaningless to the person
contacted. It is the hope of this writer and researcher that as a
fellow professional you will find time to complete and return the
following questionnaire.
The subject dealt with has scarcely been researched. I feel
certain that you will see the importance of the problem and will be
willing to cooperate in my endeavor.
The questionnaire is a part - a valuable part - of an attempt
at determining some criteria by which prospective counselors may be
selected. This is part of a general attempt to have only those people
enter the guidance field who will be capable of operating successfully
As a means of keeping this information confidential
has been assigned the number . When return
ing the questionnaire please use this number only. Enclosed is a
stamped and addressed envelope for your convenience in returning the






Please rate the counselor, whose number has been entered at the
top, from ^ down to 0 on the following traits. Checking a higher
number indicates that the trait is more representative of the individual.
Checking a lower number indicates that the trait is less representative
of the individual. Indicating a higher or lower rating is in no sense
implying good or bad, but rather, this is a means of classifying
individuals into groups for comparison.
With the realization that counselors may act differently outside
of the counseling session or when not working particularly as a counselor,
I am asking you to make judgments on all of the traits according to your
observations when the counselor concerned is actually dealing with coun¬
seling or related activities.
SOCIABILITY - 5 A 3 2 1 0
This represents a trait of social parti-
cipation. The high and low scores indicate
the contrast between the person who is at
ease with others, enjoys their company and
readily establishes intimate rapport, versus
the withdrawn, reserved person who is hard
to get to know.
FRIENDLINESS 5 4 3 2 1 0
A high rating will indicate a healthy,
realistic handling of frustrations and
injuries but not to the point of pacifism.
A high score may also mean an urge to
please others; a desire to be liked.
A low rating means hostility in one form
or another. At best, it means a fighting
attitude. A low rating may also indicate
a person who likes to dominate for the
satisfaction it gives or for its compen¬
satory value.
PERSONAL RELATIONS 5 4 3 2 1 0
A high score means tolerance and under-
standing of other people and their human
weaknesses. A low score indicates fault¬
finding and criticalness of other people
and of institutions generally. The low
scoring person is not likely to "get along
with others."
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EMPATHIC ABILITY- - - - 5 4 3 2 1 0
A high score would indicate, when initially
\ meeting strangers, a talent for inviting
intimacy, for relieving fears, and for evoking
trust, A low score would indicate a person
who tends to project, to derogate, to gloss
^ over individual differences, and to miss taking
the role of others.
TOLERANCE OF AMBIGUITY - 543210
A high score would indicate that a person
has the ability to tolerate ambiguity and
uncertainty. Things do not have to be settled
one way. He does not expect people to respond
in specified ways. A high score also indicates
the ability to distinguish between more and
less important values and to recognize the
validity of different value systems. A low
score would characterize a "rigid" person. A
person who feels compelled to win others over
to his point of view. They are unable to
shift points of view in order to see things as
others see them. A low score also indicates
that a person sees others as continually be¬
having in unexpected ways.
5 4 3 2 1 0
HOSTILITY - - -
I INDIFFERENCE
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